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February 15th, 2005

THE PHILOSOPHER’S STONE
The Newsletter of the Philosophical Discussion Group
Please join us for our discussion on Chance (or anything else for that matter).
We will meet in Gamble 213 on Tuesday, February 22nd at 7:00 pm.

Chance Universe
By BJ Edenfield

Recently, in my philosophy of
religion class, I had to present to
my fellow classmates arguments
against the design argument for
the existence of God, ultimately
concluding with this question: Is
it more reasonable to believe
that the complexities of the
universe are the product of
chance or that they are the
product of a Designer? My
concern is not the former part of
the question, but rather the
latter. I hope I can satisfactorily
attempt to first qualify what is
meant by chance, and later to
show why this notion should be
philosophically abandoned. I
also hope I can adequately show
how committed we are at our
most mundane level of human
experience to the uniformity of
nature.
First, to say the universe
is here from chance, I assume
we are referring to the origin of
the universe. Let us consider
what is known as the “big bang”
(which in itself presupposes
chance). The first thing we know
about the universe, whether we
presuppose chance or not, is that
it seems to be, so far, a place

where our past experiences
support our future expectations.
For example, the sun has risen in
the east as long as humans have
had a sense of direction and
been studying astronomy.
Therefore, we have a pretty
good idea it will rise in the east
tomorrow morning and not in
our kitchen sink. We also have
developed and made use of
absolutes such as math and
logic.
These observations are
also evident in the scientific
community, which bases all of
its experimentation on the
inductive principle. The
inductive principle requires a
scientist to reason from
particulars to a general
experience about what probably
is the case. In other words,
induction occurs when we
gather bits of specific
information together and we use
our own experience and
knowledge (math, logic, etc.) in
order to make an observation
about what must be true.
Example of someone observing
me and using inductive
reasoning to draw a conclusion:
Observation #1: B.J. came to
class late this morning.
Observation #2: B.J.’s hair was
uncombed. Prior experience:
Last time BJ was late with

uncombed hair, B.J. had
overslept. Conclusion: B.J.
overslept. In this simple
example of an inductive leap,
we can see how the conclusion
is based on the past experience
of a person who has noticed B.J.
and his hair before. Whether or
not it is true that B.J. overslept is
beside the point. One could go
ask him. The point is that this is
how science uses the inductive
principal, therefore concluding
that because science has worked
in the past (given our
experience), it will work in the
future. It is also fair to say that
not only science, but all
inhabitants of the earth reason
this way. For example, when I
get a drink of water, I have
every reason to believe that the
water will satisfy my thirst just
as it has for the past 27 years of
my life. I do not think it will
kill me. (Unless of course I
drink out of the Savannah
River!) If, however, this is a
chance universe, our beliefs in
induction become absurd and
science loses its foundation.
If this is a chance
universe, it follows that
everything that comes from it is
also chance. What does this
mean? It means that absolutes as
we know them (math, logic, and
the uniformity in nature) are not

absolute or uniform after all.
What justification would one
have in saying that math, logic,
and science should be trusted?
For how long should they be
trusted, assuming we find a
reason to trust them at all? That
is to say, we know they work
now, but if the universe is not
purposeful or designed, should
we think they will work in the
future? I maintain the answer is
absolutely not.
We cannot say they will
work in the future because they
have always worked in the past,
for we would be begging the
question. Even if we could say
they would work in the future,
how long could we know they
would, because at any moment
this chance universe could
reconfigure itself or even cease
to exist, thus ending everything?
Interestingly enough, it seems
that even if the universe
negatively “big-banged,” (or
went back to its initial state of
nothingness), wouldn’t it still be
true that the universe isn’t here
anymore? To clarify, let’s say
that the universe is no more. It
would then seem to be a true
logical proposition to say that
the universe doesn’t exist
anymore. Although you will
need someone here to say that,
that doesn’t mean the statement
isn’t true. We don’t need people
to speak logical constants into
existence in order for them to be
true. So I think it is safe to say
that logic and math are safe
from changing to a non-absolute
form of knowledge.

Therefore, if chance rules the
universe, then logic, math, and
our use of science, as well as the
uniformity of nature, become
non-absolute, rendering
experience in general (human
experience in particular)
unintelligible. Conversely, if we
act as though it is intelligible, it
follows that a chance universe
must be denied and a Designer
must be affirmed.

From “Does God Play Dice?”
-- Stephen Hawking
In ancient times, the world must
have seemed pretty arbitrary.
Disasters such as floods or
diseases must have seemed to
happen without warning, or
apparent reason. Primitive
people attributed such natural
phenomena, to a pantheon of
gods and goddesses, who
behaved in a capricious and
whimsical way. There was no
way to predict what they would
do, and the only hope was to win
favour by gifts or actions. Many
people still partially subscribe
to this belief, and try to make a
pact with fortune. They offer to
do certain things, if only they
can get an A-grade for a course,
or pass their driving test.
Gradually however, people must
have noticed certain regularities
in the behaviour of nature.
These regularities were most
obvious, in the motion of the
heavenly bodies across the sky.

So astronomy was the first
science to be developed. It was
put on a firm mathematical basis
by Newton, more than 300 years
ago, and we still use his theory
of gravity to predict the motion
of almost all celestial bodies.
Following the example of
astronomy, it was found that
other natural phenomena also
obeyed definite scientific laws.
This led to the idea of scientific
determinism, which seems first
to have been publicly expressed
by the French scientist,
Laplace…In effect what he said
was, that if at one time, we knew
the positions and speeds of all
the particles in the universe,
then we could calculate their
behaviour at any other time, in
the past or future.

If you have any questions,
criticisms, or comments,
please contact either Chris
Dunn or Dr. Nordenhaug.
Anyone interested in
writing a brief article for
The Philosopher’s Stone,
please contact either of us
(it doesn’t have to be good,
however it does have to be
thoughtful).
Chris Dunn, Editor of
The Philosopher’s Stone
hammaneater@yahoo.com

Dr. Erik Nordenhaug,
Faculty Advisor

nordener@mail.armstrong.edu

